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SUMMAI}:

The Commission's Deaiption OrdC[ in the instant proeeeclina found that

Ameritech'. and BeU AlIantic's LNP query service tari6. failed to provide sutliciem cost

justincation or other suppon to demonstrate the reuonableneu oCthe charges they

proposed. Despite these unequivocaJ findinp. the direct cuet otl'.. only haltlleaned

efforts to justify the t&rUred query charles - etl'ortl which are patently inadequate to carry

the DOCs' burden ofproof. The data Ameritech and Bell Atlantic do provide. however.

serve to create more questions than they answer, and in many instances reveal significant

ineonsistencies or flawed assumptions. AccordinalY. the Cornmillion should reject

Ameritech'. and Bell Atlantic'. taritfs u unlawful. and direct them to r.61. their LNP

query seMce wi.ffi with proper suPponinl data.

To the limited extent that Ameritech'. and Bell Adantic-. 61inp do permit

meaninaNI analysis. it is plain that their LNP query tariffs art deeply Sawed. FIrst, their

tarift' 6linp indicat. that both RBOC. intend to chari' for unnecesury LNP queries, in

direct eomravention of'the NANC Procesa Flows adopted in the Commillion'.~

Second RIPOn and Order. Both tariffs also improperly use fWly distributed, l'Ilher than

incremental, costa - coaavy to the Commillion'. prior auidance reprdina COlt recovery

for interim number porubiIity.

!WI Adenric's tari1f impermissibly seeks to a1locase co.. for modifications

to 557, OSk md other syItImI that Ire neither caused by, nor relIled to, LNP query

seMca III ccmtrut, Ameritech'. fiJina candidly admits tba& the majority of its systernI­

related costa to implement LNP are not UJed to provide or biD LNP query service, and so

claimJ to have excluded those unrelated cosu.
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Ameritec:h's wit!'estimata that it will require an utterly implausible I£im

hmIa ptI' ICCOWIl per month simply to establish an KeOwn for billinc defiu1t LNP

queries. Moreover, it proposes to levy this so-called "nonrecunina" charle on N.I

curlers in each and every month thal they deliver default trafflc to Ameritech's netWork.

In direct contrut, Sell Atlantic does not propose any such explicit "non-recurrin&" charge

for default queria. Ameritech's proposed chari- is plainly unreuonabl_ and should be

rejected.

Ameritech's and SeU Atlantic's qu.-y demand estirrwes differ wildly, layina

bare the u.ncenainty inherent in predie:tin. LNP qu.-y volumel. Such forecuu are.

however derived. no more than "best 1\1..... u to how k local competiUon will

develop and how many customers will choose to pon their numbIn. Given the radical

uncert.linty surroundina query demand forecutinlo and the &a thai the number ofqueries

one UIWIles is a mljor determinant J( per query ctwa" the CommiuiOll should approve

tariff's for LNP query rales only on a yearly basis. and direct that lUbtequeni yar's tariffs

be adjusted to reSect over· or undercharlina &om the previoua year.

F"uWIy. the Commillion should reject Ameritecb's propoSll to block

preamnled queries that aceed carriers' forecut volumes by IlIOn tbaa 125%. Ameritech

should not be ptnDiued CO require iu potemial competitors to provide it with forecuu of

their uD:ipIted qutIY volumes. and in all events oiren no jUltiSeation Cor iu arbitrary

125%all" More fbndamentaDy. the Commission'. LNP Spnd Report apd Orm
adopted NANC recommendations. arrived 11 by industry COftIeftIUI, that simply do not

permit carriers to block preamnaect queries.
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Ba'ore the
FEDEllAL COMMUNlCAnONS COMMISSION

Washinaton, D.C. 20S~4

In the Muter of

Number Portability Query Services

Ameritech TatUfF.C.C. No.2,
Transmittl! NOI. 1123, 1130

BeU Atlantic Tarift'F.C.C. No.1,
Transmina1 No. 1009

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CC Docket No. 91-14

CCBlCPD 97-46

CCBlCPD 97·52

opPOsmON TO DIRECT CASES

PunuanI to the January 30, 1991 Order Desi"" lIIU.. For

Investiplioft (wDesjptiQO OrderW), AT&T Corp. (WAT&TW) hInby oPPO_ the direct

easel 6Jeet by Ameritech and ~eI1 Atlantic concemina the lawfblneu oftheir long-term

number ponabiJity query service wi!' (-LNP query service-) fiIinp. For the reasons

discussed below, Ameritech and BeD Atlantic fail even to shcu1d. - much leu to cany ­

their burden ofprovina that the rates they seek to est&blilb are jUIt and reasonable. l What

little data these DOC. do provide merely serves to raiM IipiSc:anI doubts u to the
,

validity oftblir Slinp.~, the tariffi at issue should be rejected u unlawful, and

III this inYeItiption, Amnech and BeU Adandc beme burden ofprovina that
their tIrifIi njUIC and reuonable. 47 U.S.C.1204(aXl); • alIA Dejmatioo
QaIIr.,9.
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Bell Atlanric and Ameritech should be directed tQ re-file LNP CI'*Y tarifIi with proper

suPPOr1'inl data.

t. AMElUTECH AND BELL ATLANTIC HAVE CLEARLY FAn..ED TO MEET
THEIR. BUJlDEN OF PROOf

The Commission's order SUSpendinl the instant tatUFs found that

Ameritech and BeD Atlantic have not provided dcient co. justification
and odt.. suppo" to demonstrale the reuonableneu ortlle proposed
charles and rate stNetures. For example, Ameritech and Bell Atlantic
have not provided I sufBcient1y detailed explanation ortbe calculation or
their proposed mea in relation to their cosu....z

Despite this unequivocal conclusion that the RaOCs must come forth with fUrther, more

detailed justification for their proposed rues, neither ditecc cue offen lith.. sufficient

data to permit the Commission or commenters to evaluate their proposed rues. or

meaninsfW explllWiofti or many of their uswnptiOfti or calcu1aDOfti. Bell Atluttic's

direcc cue offen I scant 5 P.... of text ancl I sinile Pile ofsummary Spa.

Ameritech's direct cue, thoup more prolix, also presents vimaaUyno actual6pres to

suppon iu claims. The DOCs' halfheaned etIorts are patently inadequate to satisfy the

peNlDation Order's requirement that they "present their COltS ill terms oCthe eateaories

the Commission developed,- "brak investment and GpenII estima&eI into these

e:ateaories.- IDd -ideatifl co.. with sufficient specificity to allow thI Commission and

2

AT&T

Memonndum OpiIIion and Order. Petition OfAnwjw.b To E.P. A New
Acral IarjI'Scryict And lUte Elementl mil", To Pus 69 Of1lll
CommiMion'. 8llIeI. CC8ICPD 97-46, re1easecl October 30, 1997, , II
("SuiP'Mon Oat..,.
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other patties to evaJuate them.d The Commission can and should reject the LNP query

tJ.rUfs OD thiI buis alone.

The perflJnetory nature of the RaOCs' direct cues makes it impossible to

test many of their key assertions. The data Ameritech and BtU Atlantic do provide,

however, create mor. questions than they answer. For example:

• A cacc:h-aD caceaory ofso-called -Other Direct~- accounu for over
82% ofthe COlt of Ameritech'. tandem queries, and ovw 9()1~ ofend office
queri...• Undefined ·other expenses- make up 14% ofrecurrin& charlet for BeU
Atlantic's end office queries. and 30-,4 ofthoN chars- for tandem and database
queries.' Neither Ameritedl nor Bell Atlantic explainl what items are included in
these caleaories.

• Both Bell Atlantic and Ameritech seek to ctwae sipific:amly hiaber rates for
queries &om end offices than from tandem~ and both wert thai thil
diWeremiaJ is due to increased costs to provide trInIpOft &om end offices. Neither
RBOC explainl how its trlnSpon COstive ca.lotllted. makiDa it impossible to
determine the reasonableneu oftheir transpOn cost &IIUftlI7tiOfti.

• BeD Atlantic wumes I 15% cost ofcapital., but provides no jUJtifieation for this
fipre. which is &r hiaber than is reasonable.f In co.... Ameritech uswnes I

cost ofcapilli ofjust 10-~.1

3

4

,
,

1

DnilD.tiqn Ord.. , 15.

Ameritech Transmitt&l No. 1123, Sept. 16, 1997, D&J'Ex. 1, pp. 1-1.

BeU Atlantic TtInIIniUal No. 1009, Oct. 30, 1997, Workpapm 1-1 through '-3.

An approprilae cotl ofcapitall'l1e would be approximately 1oe-,. sa u.. AT&T
ex pane &Jed December 11, 1997, Federal-SWC BoW OIl Uniymal SeMce,
CC Doc:bt~5, Hdeld Model Release 5.0, Model Delcripcion. p. 60 (derivinl
COlI at...0110.01%) (-Hadielcl Model1lel.... 5.0 Model Delc:ription-).

AmIritech'. co. ofcapital rate is computed itom the per qutry imauneat.
deprec:iltion, and cotl ormoney amounts &om AmIritech Tl'IDImittal No. 1123,
oa.r Ex. 1, usina standard financial calcuWiona. LiUwiIe, Bell AlIanIic'slS%
co. ofcapital rile is computed &om the per query iDYestmen&. depreciation, and
cost ofmoner amou.nu in BeU Atlantic Trmsmittal No. 1009, Workpaper 1-1.
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• Both Bell At1anI:ic and Amemech appear to wc:uWe depreciation usina too
shan I lit_ - Bell Atlantic uses approximalely 6.4 yean. while Ameritech uses
approximately 7 yean.' No explanation is provided for the approprialenesa of
these depreciation lives. The current version (5.0) of the Hadield ModeJ does not
ea1c:u1ate STP and SCP lives separately, but includes tho. lives in itt digitl1
switCNnI cateaory, which wumes I depreciation lile of 16.66 yean.'

• The sinale-Plle attachment to Bell Atlamic', direct cue depieu expenses for
multiple ript-to-we fees u well u STP maintenance and administrllive charges.
No infomwion is provided u to IO\ItCa of theM chara-. which may have been
recovered in previow or onl0inl swe proceedinp or may otherwise be improper.

• Ameritech states It Pile 7 ofiu direct cue that its qusy rates include -a factor
represeminl the perCent [sic) of additional employee related expenses required to
provision the query service. - However, Ameritech nowhere explainl how it
calculated this employee expense factor, and it is thus iml'Ouible to evaluate iu
rea.sonablenesa.

Moreover, the Suspension Order expressly conditioned its ruJina on Ameritech's

and BeU Atlantic's c;ompliance with the yet-to-be-established LNP co. recovery rules.

The II"ftl of these petitionJ [to establish the LNP query rate elements) will be
subject to the Commission's detemUnaDOnJ in CC Doc:tlt No. 95-116..... We will
require Ameritech and Bell Atlantic to confonn their rateI, rase structures.
resuWions. and seMces offered in these wifli to any dct«mina&ionJ made by the
Commission in that Proceedinl.10

•
,

10

Ameritech TJ'IDImittll No. 1123, DetJ Ex. 1~ Bell Adantic Transmittal No. 1009.
Workpapa7-1 tbrouab '-3.

SII HfIfteId MocIelllaleue 5.0 Model Description. pp. 61. The Hadield Model
d_miaed.... tiveI for 23 eatllories ofequipment "bued aD their Iveng_
~ IiYIIldjulted for net wVIII value u determinecl by the chree-way
.....(Fcc, State Commissions, LEe) for 76 LEe IIUdy... indudina all of
the UOCa. SNET, CiDciMaa:i Bell, and nwnenNI GTE mil UDitecl companies.·
Id., p. 60.

SupryjOO Order, , 17.
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A.I of the date of this Opposition the LNP COlt recovery rulea have not been issued.

AccordinllY.1WI AlIamic's and Ameritech's taritti Ite bued on each DOC's uswnptions

as to whal those nala miibS require.

It is plain. however, thal BeU Atlantic'. and Ameritech's conceptionJ of

LNP cost recovery dUrer widely. For example. Bell Atlanric II'JU. th.u &II ofiu LNP­

related CON to uPlflde iu 55', OSS and billina systems shou1cl be fi.ctored into its query

charles, incJudina. imIr IUJ. modifications to orderina S)'stemI that wiD be UJed to

manase the aetu&I portinl of numbers, and systems that trICk maintenance requests from

BeU Atlantic customers. II In contrast. Americech usens th.u it induded systems-related

costa ·only to the extent they were necessary for the pl'OViJion·ofquery service.· aNi so

did not include systems d\anaes that related to, U. the POrtilla ofnumben rather than to

query1na. 11

Neither the Commission nor commenten CIIl reuonablyhope to tUlly

evaluate the DOC.' compliance with standards that do not yet exiIL Thi. ftmdamemal

fKt hu sweepina implications. Ben Atlantic summarily UMIU that its proposed rates

include only Type I (shared indusuy costa ofLNP) and Type n (co.. directly related to

LNP) COStl.1) But 1& this poim. thIl claim is mere pufBna - the Commission hu yet to

11

12

IJ

SII Bell At1amic Direct Cue, pp. 2-3.

Ammtedl Dinct Cue. p. 5. It also bears notina thIl sse propoted I rate of only
0.3 cenII for both end ofBce and tandem LNP ql*ieI- which illipificamly
lower thaD Ameritech'. or BeD Atlamic'. proposall. and wbicb conauts with those
UOCt' SU,,-OIllhat end omu and tandem queri.1hou1d be pricecl dUr..entty.
SoB SBC Transmittal No. 2631, TdF.C.C. No. 73. SectioIl34.5.

s.. Bell Atlantic Direct Cue, p. 2.
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specifY what cxpenaa wiD be deemed "Type U- costs and. u Bell Atlantic weU knows,

that issue hal been hotly disputed in the Commission's COlt recovery prO«ledina. The

absence ofLNP COlt recovery rules makes meaninafW evaJuarion of the instant wiffJ

impossible. BeU Atlantic and Ameritech can simply wume lway almOIt any objection by

hypothesizin, that the Commission miaht allow them to do precilely whal they propose.

In sum. Ameritech and Bell Atlantic have provided 10 little information that

the Commission c:&Mot reasonably hope to prescribe appropriate ra&eI for LNP queries

bued on the record in this proceedin,. Given the procedun1 posture of this matter. the

Commission should reject the instant tariffs and order the BOC. to re-tile them with

proper COR supPOrt. in order to protect query purchasers &om overcharaes. l.

Neith.. SeU Atlantic nor Ameritecb would be injured by beina required to

re-Dle their LNP query service tariffs - indeed. they have invited that reUt by opUna not

to provide the information required by the Desiparion Ord... On the day that direct

cases in this investiption were due, SSC and Pacific Sell souab& permission to withclraw

1. Section 204(a)(2)(A) of tile Communieatioftl Ace requireI the Commission to
resolve the imcan& illvestipDon within ave mo. after the date that the LNP
query wi!i became e!'ec:tive. That five-month period wiD haw NIl It the end of
March 1991. M«that time. Ameritech and BeD Adanlic Ire likely to comend
thai tbI CommiuioD no lona- hu the pow.. to coarilaae ill effect the accountina
0.... .cabIiIbed Cor this proc.eedina or 100rd_ retroactive adjulanents to the
tIriad LNP cau-Y,.. even albo.. clwJes are wnuonabl. or are contrary to
ita COlt NCOYWJ ruI& Such a result would be both imdonal ad unjust. u it
would deprive CIrri... thIt must purchue LNP quIIY ..w:. tom tbI instant
tIri8 ofIII"'" remedies apinIt ov..chatI_ To pllYtIIt tbIIr-.Jt, the
CommiJlion sbauIcI. u shown above, reject the tIriffI WMSIr iDYeItiplion in this
proceedina IDd ordlr Ameritech and Bell Adancic to ,.m. DR LNP query
set\'ice t.Irilft.
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their existinI LNP query tari!'J. and indicated thai they intended to 61e new tIriffJ for

those servic:a in March. 1J Meanwhile, US West, GTE and BeUSouth have yet to file

LNP quay tari1Fs ofany kind. Thus. BeU Atlantic's and Ameritech'. feDow ll.ECs pJainJy

believe thal they have suflieem tim. to let the "ecessary query-related wUr provisions in

place prior to implementation ofpermanent LNP.

With implementation of lona-term LNP scheduled to besin Match 3 I, 1998

in the 6m round ofMSA.s, there remains sW!icient time for AmIritech and BeU Atlantic to

file revised LNP query wi!i. When the BOCs re-6Je their LNP query tarUfs with

meaningfUl data to support them, the Commission should &pin suspend them for one day

and set them forinvestiption - an investiplion thai CUl be conduct.ed apinst the

framework orth. LNP cost recovery niles that the CommiSiioa is expected to· release

imminem1y.

II. mE COMMISSIONS LNP ORDERS PROHIBIT CHAllGES FOil QUERIES
UNLESS A CALL TERMD'olATES TO AN END ornc! mOM WHICH AT
LEAST ONE NUMBER. HAS BEEN POB.TED

Even ittheir rues were otherwise properly cost-supported (and, u shown

above, they are not) both Ameritech's and Bell Atlantic's~51inp indicate thai those

RBOCs intend to chari' for unnec:esury LNP quai. - • prICtice that would be facially

unreasonable. The NANC Procesa Flows, which me Commiuion adopted in the Second

SIt SoudIweItem Bell Telephon. Company, Rapoftll to Order Daipatina
I..Cor IJMIdption and Motion to Terminate IIMItiplioll Order, filed
February 13, 1991, p. 2, in Number PartibilitY Query S"";,.,, CC Docket No.
9"14~ Pde BeD,~nJe to Order Daipatina 1sIu. Cor Investiption and
Motion to Terminate Investiption Order, p. 2, filed February 13, 1991, in id.
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Rsxm and Ordc in its LNP docket, specify that queries need only be performed when It

least one number bu been poaed flom 10 NXX. I' 1'ha! is, N·t carriers are not required

to perform queries before de!iveM.I call to an NXX unless I number in thai NXX hIS

aetU&11y been poaed.

Contrvy to this requirement. Ameritee:h's cari!'SWII that

Terminatina calls &om N·t canien upon which I qu.-y hu not been performed to
nwnber1 in the Telephone Company's necwork wjth NXX codes tIw bav. been
dninted u ponabl. may require I query to the LNP data b.... l1

Similarly, Bell A1lamic's tariff' indicates thai queries wiD be performect for caUs -to

numbers in the Telephone Company's netWork with NXX cod.. that have been desianAted

U gortable."11 Both aBOCs' tarifti thus propose to clwp N-t carriers for queries u

soon U an NXX i. desipted u portable - tlw is. u soon u pennIMDl LNP becomes

availabl. - rather than after I number hu actually heeD ported ill that NXX. These tariff

provisioftl will require aU N·t carriers to perform unnecesIItY queries before delivering

traBic to .~eritech's or Bell Atlantic's NXXI (If they have that capability, u many N·t

I'

11

•1

Sa Nonb Americu Num.berina CounciL Local Number Portability Administration
Selection Worldna Group, LNPA Technical & Operational'lequirementl Task
Force lleport. Apri12', 1991, Appendix 8, Fipn 9, (Idopted by the Commission
in Second Ileport and Order, Telephone Number PortIbjlity. CC Dock. No. 95­
116, FCC 97-219, tIleued AuIU't II, 1997, , 52 (·LNP Secood Iltpon and
QaW).

~ TI'IIIIIIIittal No. 1123, p. 166.4.1 (emphuilldded).

Bell Atlantic Tnnsmittal No. 1009, p. 190.19. AI, alUbtequenl pap of ita tarUt:
Bell AlIutic ... thIt it only will chirp for end0"qutri_~ I Directory
Number that hal been ported out of the TelepboM CompIIIY doDOl' switch to I

recipient 1WitcIl" - tha& is, for calls to numbers that have aetuaUy bee ported. lsi·.
p.89O.22.
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carriers will not), or elM pay those DOC. for performinla Ml'\'ice t.hal i. both pointless

and contrU')' to the Commission's polic:iea.

The only possible justification for requirinl queriea to be performed for

every NXX designated u portable is to increase the potential revenuea for LNP query

services. N·l carriers thai deliver traflic to an NXX on an unqueried bus, in full accord

with the NANC procell flows adopted by the CommiSlion. should not be required to pay

for this utterly supc1luOUl "service.·

m. THE COMMISSION'S PRIOR ORDERS MAleE Cl.EAJ. nlAT QUERY
CHARGES SHOULD BE BASED ON INCREMENTAI.. NOT FULLY
DISIRJBUIED. COSTS

The PalDatioo Order allO seeks comment u to ·whether canien may

include a fWJy distributed cost IMU&1 charle factor in query dw'Ja.1' The

Commission's YltJt Rcpoa and Order in its LNP dock. unequivocally held that

incremental costs. not fWly distributed costs. are the proper m-..un orintcrim. LNP costs:

"The cosu orcurrently available number poaability are the incremental costs incurred by a

LEC to transfer numbers initially and subsequently forward caIJa to new service providers

usinl existinl RCF, DID. or other comparable measur•.•• NtiM Anwitech nor SeU

Atlantic even attemptl to diJtinau.ish this prior findin& or to explaia why the Commission's

I' PM_PO Ordc. , 9.

rita a.port..Ordtr and Further Notice orPropoMd Rulll!llkina, Telephone
Nmpbs PcItIbiJity. CC Dock. No. 95.116, FCC 96-%16, releued 1uly %, 1996.
, 1%9; • aI'O, ..... isI., " 130 (-swa may apportion the iDcnmInta1 cosu or
curnndy awilabIe (LNP] meuures amana rellYU11 carri.." 136 (approvinl
New York Kheme to allocate -incremental co.. ofcurnndy available number
portlbility meuueI·1Dd similar proposal in DIiftoiJ).
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COli recovery standards for interim portability are not fUlly applicabl. to perm&nenl LNP

in dU repnJ.

As I preliminary matter, Arneritech argues ac PII' 9 of its direct cue Uw

it Mdid not use I fully distributed cost methodololY to develop ita query service rates. M

However, lin. 3 ofExJUbit 3 to the Description and lUJtitiCllion Sled with Ameritech's

Transmirtal No. 1123 is III "FCC annual etwa. factor," and 10 Ameritedl's auertion

cannot be credited.

In its Oirec;t Cue, Ameritech attempts to uaue thI& LNP query service "is

not the number ponability required to be provided by LEe, under Section 251 (bX2) ...

[and] its COltS are thuI not subject to the 'competitively MUU'Il COlt recovery' requirement

of Section 251(.X2). _U Ameritedl then werts that LNP query .-vice i. -, ca11-reIaled

dltabue query service.- and makes , passin. citalion to the Commillion', LNP Second

Rcpgn and Qrd.. u purported suppon for its claim..II

In fac:r. nothina in any CommiSiion ord. lUll'" that query service i,

anythina OtA.. than an int..... pan ofJoca1 nun\ber ponabUity. Contnry to Ameritech'.

unelaborated suaesdon that § 2'1(b)(2) somehowexc1ud. query..me. from the scope

ofLNP, thai section requinI LEe. to provid.local number ponability -in accordance

with ,••"eu preICribed by the CommiSiion.- The Commiuioa hal explicitly

required LICa to proWSe query service Cor defiult-routed c:aI1I, maIri"l plaiD that that

Zl

zz

AT&T

~Direct Cae, pp. 9-10.

Id., p. 10.
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service ~ In euem:ia1 upec& ofLNP, without which that systCl would be tV leu reliable

and stable.

The RBOCs' use of fully distributed cosu emc·) simply cannot be

justified. Ameritech and Bell Atlantic presumably already Itt recoverina their fWl costs

for ·overhead· in their other riles - to permit them to spread ponion of those costs over

query seMUS would authorize a double recovery. Moreovw. 4MIl ilia FDC

methodology were appropriall for LNP query services (whicb it it noe), the FDC tieton

used in the instant tari1fj Ite patently unreasonable. Ameritech's fDC factor increases its

proposed rates by over 7,..4, while BeU Atlantic UIII tWly distributed loadina of~.4.D

Recent swe proceedinp in Bell Atlantic's territory to detmnine ovfteld loadinl facton

for unbundled necwork elements have used a 6pre of Ipproxima&ely tID percent.

IV. BELL AnANTIC'S CHAR.OES IMPROPElU.Y INCLUDE COSTS OF 557,
OSS AND BILLING SYSTEMS THAT AU NOT DIREC11.Y RELATED TO
LNP OUE&Y SEIlYlCES

Pltlll"lPh 9 oCthe D._on Order seeks comment on wbe&her costs to

modifY 557, 055 and biUina systeml ·are cosu not directly relatecl to provictina local

number portability, and therefore are not property included in query cbara"· ~

discussed above, Ameriteeh lWeI thal its rates include 557, OSS &ad billina systems costs

·only to tbI CXIIIIt tMy wwe ......ry for the provision ofCI'*Y ...nee.. and 10 did not

inc1ude COICIIltributlbIt to other aspects ofLNP.u In fM:t, Ammtedl concludes that

ZI AmWech TI'IIIImittIl No. 1123. ot1 Exhibit 3; Bell Adandc TI'IIIImittIl No.
1009, DaJ Workpaper 7·5.

Ameriteeb Direct Cue. p. 5.
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-awl costs.,.. required (or LNP 1enen1Jy, but are DQS UMd to pro\ide or bill the Query

Service.-~

Ameritech's observations point out what should be axiomatic: COsts such

u modifications to provisionina systemJ that will be used to procell requests to pon

numbers. or to enable Bell Atlantic's internal billlna and maintenaDce systemS to identify

cu.stomen by LRN raWr than by telephone number, should not be attributed to LNP

que)' servicet. N-t camen that purchase queries do not CIUIe such co... and do not

benefit &om them (Ill... not in their role u N-t wrien). The proper costa (or

inclusion in que)' charaes are those thai an N-t camer would incur to perform queries on

its own behalf - thai is. for example, the costs that • carrier that ~eet only u an IXC

would bear. Plainly, away oCme costs Bell Atlantic seeks to build imo its query chats­

fail thiJ test, and SO muse be excluded.

V. AMERlTECH'S PIlOPOSED NONRECUJUUNG CHAllGES ARE FAClALLY
UNBEASONABLE

Parapaph 14 of the PailOation Order 6nda that -[i]ft aeneral. caniers

have Wled to jUJtitY' their proposed nonrecunina char._ Ameritedl'. Tl'IftImittal No.

1123 indicates thaa DOC eItimated thaa it wiD require scym bqyn per ICCOWIl per

month simply to IItIbIilll UlICCOWll for hillin, default LNP quIri..3I Tbia

-no~ ...... wiD be llYied Oft 1ft N·t carrier mtIdllDd wwy monsh thal it

de1iven ".,It trdIc to Ammtech's netWork.

Id.• p. 6 (emphuia Idded).

Ameritech TI'IDm1ittI1 No. 1123, DctJ Exhibit 2.
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Ameritedl's direct caM otl'en only that thiJ Chirp is jusUfieci because its

employe-. wiD hrIe to -nwwalJy investigate{] and billO an N·t carrier for Default

Tl'IfJic,_n Its seven-hour estimate is raciica1Jy ovenwed, howev.., tor. task whicb

should require linIe more than determinina the appropriate carrier and enterina • billina

name and addreu in I computer system. Further, aU or vinua1Jy aU customers of

Arneritech's -default query- service wiD also be purchuinc cxchInp ICCeSI from that

ILEC on I resul&r bus in order to terminate inlenxdwlp caUl ill ita territory.

Ameritech therefore in most cues already will have elllblilbed ID ICCOUItt with those

carriers, and therefore should not need to impose UIX ftOll-rec:utrina dwJ. relatin. to

billin._

Moreover, there is no bus for Atneritech's proposal to impose this so-

e&11ed -nonrecurrina- chatl' on. monthly buis. Aft•• carri. hu beeIl biDed durin. one

month for de&u1t LNP query service. Ameritech cannot pllusibly contend tba& it will

require seven hours to set up billina in each subsequent momh. IIIco~ Bell A11antic

does not propose any such explicit "noll-recurrinI" charp for default queries.

VI. AME1UTECH AND BELL ATLANTIC FAIL TO PllOvtDE ADEQUATE
lUSTlFICAUON fOB. THEIl QlJEllY DEMAND fORiCASTS

The Commillioa also souaht comment 011 whetbIr carri.... query demand

forecutlara~ IDd how they should treaI their 0WIl demand.~ demand

levela an cridcII to LNP query service rues. u thIl Spn cIetIrmiMI bow widely the

overall co.. ofquri_ wiD be spread, and thus the ultimate COIl oftbls service.

Amnech Direct Cue, p. 17,
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Bell AlJaDlic's direcc cae does n0thina more than refer to its previously

filed DaaipciOft and lu.aiSeation (which the Desimarlon Qrd« already founcllacking),

and $We that it included its own queries in its calcuWioftl and thII th_ queries

constituted 99.361"11 of its total query demand. ZI That DOC provides no information

ofany kind u to how it aauaUy detenninecl its total query volWIIII. The information BeU

Adamic does provide, however, raises SC'iCNI questiolll about ita mecbadololY.

First, Bell Atlantic's forecuted quai.. are baaed on the 8nc year ofLNP

implementation (-year 1-). Ifyear 1 CON were also used to deta'mine Bell Atlantic's per

query charle (it is impossible to determine this &om the data Bell Adamic submitted),

then that practice would tend to inBue the taritfed raleI. Accordina to the attachment to

the Bell Atlantic's direct cue, its LNP CON for yar 1 are the hi..... of the yean covered

by ill projectiolll. At the same time. it is allO reuonable to IIIUIM that year 1 query

volumes will be the lowest ofthe years covered by Bell Al1InIic'I 8..... because the

porting of telephone nwnben will jUJt be beginning. Thus. usina yell 1 figures to derive

the per query rate would tend to make the numerator (costs) in the per query costs

equation larser. while decreuina the denominator (number ofqueriel), and thereby

overstating the per query charp.

F\iItW. bued Oft the information Bell Atlantic'. direct cue lives u to

query voa... ill iIMItmeut per query appears to be sipi8C1Z1dy ovwswed. Bell

At1IIIDc .....pip 4 ofa direct cue that it estimIled that its 0WIl tnfBc willlCCOum

Bell Atlantic Direct Cue. p. 4.
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for 99.361"~ olits total query volume. Wortepaper 7-6 orits Trana'nittal No. 1009

shows that DQD-8eU A11antic queries were estimated It SSO.221 million. Therefore, the

total nwnbtr ofqueria Bell Atlantic: expectS should be 550.221 million / .006313, or

86.202 billion queria. Worlcpaper 7-2 stata that investmenl per query is SO.0028IS.

Therefore, BeD Adantic's total investment i. 86.202 billion II: SO.OO2II5 • 5241.7 million.

Howev., ICCOrdin. to the aRKhment to BeD Adamic'. dirIcI cue. ita total '·year

investment i. $90.7 million.

Ameritech states It Pile l' olits direct cue th.u it estimata tJw IS% of

its queries will be for carriers other than itself. This fisure is many orders ofmqnitude

areat. than BeD Atlantic's estimated .006313',4 queria for c:ani.. other than itsel£ and

serves to tUlhliata the uncenainty oltlle emiR enterprise ofpndietina LNP query

volWMI. Such forecasts are, howeY. derived, no more than "belt au....• u to how

fast local competition will develop ancl how many customers will choo. to pon their

numbers - issua which telecommunications industry participua. inYeIton. and federal

and state lovemment officials would radily Iiree defY confident prediction.

Ameritech'. proposed requirement that carri.. requestina prarnnaed

query service provide 3-mon&h roWna estimata oftheir trIf!lc votum. would add little, if

IllY, additional certIiaty to query demand forecuts. u N·l CIrri.. an unlikely to have

silDiSCIIIdJ........ inIo the fbture oflocal competition thIIl doea Ameritech.

F~. lIlY IIIII'IinaIIdded ICCW'ICY that Ameritech'. propolll milbl yield is areat1Y

outweiahed by ita utic:ompetitive upectl. It is readily foreseeabl. that requirina carriers

to report expected caD volumes It each end office lad tandem cou1cI provide Amcritech

with valuable competitive in&e1liaence about its direct competiton. It IboWd be sufficient

Ara:r 2120/98



for wrim to repon whec.her or not they intend prim&riJy to utilize their own or another

carrier's qu., ~eea. or to use Ameritedl's.

Given the radical uncertainty surroundin, query demand forecutina, and

the fact thai the~ ofqueries one wwnes is • major determinant ofper query

char,lI, the ConunWion should approve tari!'I for LNP query I'UeI only on I yarty

basis. and direct this subsequent year's tariffi be adjusted to re!ect O\W- or undercharging

from the previous yell'. By this means, the charps c:arri.. pay over I period ofyean will

tend to more closely reflect the actual costs ofLNP query Ml'Vice thul could be achieved

by anemptina multi-year demand forecasts.

'In. AMEJUTECH'S PROPOSED BLOCKING STANDARDS VIOLATE TIm
COMMISSION'S PIlIOR LNP OBDEBS

Ameritech proposes to block preunnaed queri. that aceed c:arriers'

forecast volumea by more than 125% wheD that tnfBc -threatlaa to disrupt operuion of

its necwork and impair netWork reliability.-· The CommiuiOIl shoulcl reject this proposal

on two arounds: rant. u ATciT hu shown. Ameritech should not be permitted to

require wri.. that Met to preamnse queriea to submit Corecuu oftheit Ulticipatecl

query volum.. Becau.. Ameritech should not be allowed to~~ forec:uu. it

accordin&fy may DOt block carriers' LNP quai_ on the pounda that their torecuu fail to

m" I~ IClCUI'ICY dnIbolcl. Moreover. even ifAmeritec:hll propoMd 125%

blodrina ......WIn otbInWe permissible, ita direct cue oflin no justiicadOD for that

• SJI Ameritech Direct Cue. p. 24; Ameritech TfIftImittal No. 1130.16.4.2(CX3).
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standards reprdina its SCP c:ap1Ciry uti1izalion,JO it nowhere aplainl how it derives its

wUfed 12$% Spa &om this analysis.

Ameritech'. proposal aJso should be rejected on the grounds thai the

Commission's LNP Secg04 'CPO" and Order does not permit carriers to block

prearnnaed queri.. nw order adopted I NANC recommendation that the Commission

-p«mit carrien to block 'de&Wt routed caUl' comina into thIit nICWOrb.NI The NANC

rec:ommendalion made no provision (or blocJcina preamnaed quer\eI, providina only

that:

UnJess specified in business arTanaemenu. carriers may block d+"t muted calls
incomina to their netWork in order to protect apinsc overia.d, conaestion, or
fallure propaption that ue caused by the de&u1ted calla.»

Nothiq in the LNP Second Repon and Order lUll'" chat LEes may block preamnaed

queri. in addition to de&ult routed calls. In fict, that ord. urpI CMaS providers. who

ue not responsible for queryina calls WIt:il December 31,1991,~ make amnaemenu

with LEe. u SOOft u pouibl. to ensure that their eaUs are not blocked.NJ ~ that order

recopizes. the NANC. LNP architecture recommendationa -rep.... industry

JO

31

32

Ameritecb Dinc& eu.. pp. 2()'21.

LNP,. "'" BGQd NId Ord«, , 16; .. alIA id. (-we will allow LSCs to block
.,... JOllIed caD!, but oalJ ill specitk: circum...wbell fIihue to do so is
IiIaIIJ .. impdr _ott reliability-) (empbasis Idded).

Nortb Amn:aIl Numberina Council. Local Number PortIbility Administration
SeleecioD WortdDa Oroup, LNPA Technical A 0paD0aal RequiremIatI Task
Force Report, April 25. 1997. 11.10 (empbai. added).

LNP Second Btpon and Order. , 1•.
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comm- OD thIt dOCUllMl" So' Ameritech should not now be perntitted to seek to modify

the ten'DI OIl wbich all carriers anc:l the Commission have aareed LNP should be

CONCLUSION

For the ro....oiq talOns. the CommiuiOD sboWd reject the Ameritech and

Bell AdaMic LNP qu.-y service tIrif!i und.. inveItipDOD ill thiI proceedina.

R~~

AT&T CORP.

By I" 1untIR BgIjn. It,
Mark C. a.o..blum
'eterH.llCOby
lUD11 H. SoliD. Ir.

Itl AaorMys

R.oom 3247H3
295 NonIl MapleA~
Bukifta IUd... NJ 01920
(901) 221-t617

February 20, 1991

14.'11.
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crBTll'lQD Qr SIJMg

I, Terri Yannona. do hereby ceni1Y that on thiJ 20· day ofFebnwy, 1998,

a copy ofthl Coreaoina ·Opposition To Direct C....- wu mailed by U.S. Brsc clua mail,

p0stll. prepaid. to the patties tilted below:

John M. Goodman. EIq.
Michael E. Olov., EIq.
BeD At1amic Telephone Compani.
1300 I Street. N.W.
Wuhinp)n. DC 20005

Larry A Peck, EIq.
Amentech
2000 West Ameritech Cemer Drive
Room4HI6
Homnan Eswa, II.. 60196-1025

III Terri YIIJIlQUI
Terri YIIIDOCta

February 20, 1991
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Fr'8nll S. Simone
GoYetnment Alfairs Oir.clOl'

ATSaT
SYlte 1000
1120 20th Street N W.
Wasl'linglon, DC 20036
202 ~57·2321

FA)( 202 ~S7·2165

'simoneOtgllT\9W.allmail.com

Mr. William. F. Caton, Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N. W. - Room 222
Washington, D. C. 20554

September 25, 1997 RECEIVED
SEP 25 1997

RJlIIW. ClWM~mws QI' S$()Ij

0fR2 OF nE SKJETNlI'

Re: Ex Dane - CC Docket No. 95-116 Telephone Number Portability

Dear Mr. Caton:

Today, Alben Lewis, Harry Sugar and I, all of AT&T, met with Kathy Franco,
Legal Advisor to Commissioner Chong. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
AT&T's position on the allocation orand recovery orloeal number ponability
implementation costs as previously expressed in its comments in the above-referenced
proceeding. The attached documents were used as a discussion guide.

Two copies of this Notice are being submitted to the Secretary of the FCC, in
accordance with Section 1. 1206(a)(I) of the Commission's rules.

Sincerely,

ATIACHMENT

cc: K. Franco



CC Docket No. 95-116. FNPRM
Telephone Number Portability Cost Recovery

The Record

Tile record in this proceeding supports the following Commission action:

• Recognizing that the pooling and allocating of number portability costs rewards
inefficent behavior and requiring each carrier to bear its own costs

Ameritech: uA mechanism involving pooling is administratively expensive
and may incent and reward inefficiency.1t

PacTel: "Type 2 costs should nol be pooled and allocated. Rather. each carrier
should bear its own costs."

SOC: "Each camer recovers its own costs: ... This arrangement better ensures
that carriers will deploy more efficiently'"

• Supporting a 5-year recovery period for number portability implementation costs

• Recognizing Type 3 costs as general network upgrades and. therefore. not part of this proceeding

.:.

~~

!



CC Docket No. 95-116, FNPRM
Telephone Number Portability Cost Recovery

Remaining Issues

• We remain concerned that ILEC Type 2 cost estimates improperly include Type 3 costs
- For example, many ILECs have included the cost of accelerated switch replacements as Type

2 costs

•. ILEe number portability costs should not be passed through to other carrier~ as local
interconnection rates or access rates.

"Application of the ·competitively neutral' standard requires each provider of telephone exchange service-­
incumbent or facilities-based entrant-- to recover its number portability costs from its own end-user customers
and not from other facilities-based carriers." US West Conunents, August 18, 1997.

• If the Commission agrees that ILEe recovery of number portability implementation costs through
charges to other camers is inappropriate and/or not competitively neutral, then it should directly assign
these costs to the intrastate jurisdiction as part of the separations process.

_ Absent direct assignment to the intrastate jurisdiction, AT&T estimates that approximately
15% oflhe number portability costs would be allocated to the interstate jurisdiction with only
interstate access ch~ges to lXes as a recovery mechanism

_ This sets the stage for state commissions to allow number portability cost recovery via intrastate

intercoMection and access charges to other carriers

~.---.,
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Frank S. Simone
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January 7, 1998

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N. W. - Room 222
Washington, D C 20554

Re CC Docket ~o 95-116, Telephone Number Portability

Dear Ms Roman Salas

AT&T
5,..... :-3 ':ca
: '2~ 2::~ S:'ee: " :,

2C2 J57·2J2'
=.;x 2'::2 J5;'2 '55
~Sd'~c-"e@l;ar;';Nar:.""'ad ~;:jm

--"., .~

" ...
• I

The attached letter was hand delivered to Mr Metzger's office today. Please
include a copy of this letter in the record of the above-referenced proceeding.

Two copies of this Notice are being submitted to the Secretary of the FCC in
accordance with Section 1. 1206(a)( 1) of the Commission's rules.

Sincerely,

ATTACHMENT

cc: T. Power
1. Casserly
K. Dixon
P. Gallant
K. Manin
1. Schlichting
N. Fried

_..... -.....
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Frank S. Simone
:i:;",-e'--e,.,t A,~alrs O;re:::r

January 7, )998

Mr A. Richard Metzger, Chief
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W
Washington, DC. 20554

Re: CC Docket No 95-116 Telephone Number Portability

Dear ~1r Metzger,

. AT&T

s.... :~ ,:(;0

'.~f'aSf'l""';::n. :C 2:C:c
2C2 ~57·2J21

=...X 2C2 ':'57·2'55
'S,."'Mo"'o:~~;am.;'N a::~ad ~:,-

In its Second Report and Order in the Local Number Portability docket, the Commission
concluded that the "N-)" carrier would be responsible for performing queries to identitY the
Location Routing Number ("LRN") required to route calls to the proper end office after
implementation of permanent local number portability ("LNPIt) I That order held further that "if
the N-I carrier does not perform the query, but rather relies on some other entity to perform the
query, that other entity may charge the N-) carrier, in accordance with guidelines the
Commission will establish to govern long-term number portability cost allocation and
recovery."2

AT&T has recently learned that some ILECs have announced plans to perform L!'tP·
related queries for every cal1 that they terminate to a central office (NXX) code that has been
designated as LNP-capable, whether or not any telephone numbers have in fact been ported in
that NXX. Such queries are both unnecessary and contrary to the Inter-Service Provider LNP
Operations Flows-Code Opening Processes recommended by the North American Numbering
Council (NANC) and approved by the Commission in the Second Report and Order.) Indeed,
the sole purpose of performing queries for such calls can only be to generate revenue for the
ILEC that tenninates them, as these queries are completely uMecessary to the proper
functioning ofLRN-based LNP, and are not contemplated by the NANC's Technical and

: Second Report and Order. Telephone Number Ponabilil", CC Docket ~o, 95-116. FCC 91·289. released August
[S. 1991, ~r; 1)-75 ("Second Report and Order-), As defined in that order, the N-I carrier is the carner that
tranSfers a call to the -N- carrier - U1Jt is, the cartier that terminates that call to the end-user. See is., r ':'j, n:;'~ ~

: Id .. paragraph 75,

) ;-.'orth American Numbering Council, Local Number Portability Administration Selection Working Group. L~7A
Te:hnical & Operational Requirements Task Force Report. Appendix B. Figure 9. April 25, 1997

_...... -......==- ~~:'fc'e-: ?a:'!r



Operations Task Force Report, as is explained below Accordingly, in its upcoming L~"P cost­
recovery order the Commission should make clear that an entity performing queries on behalf ot'
an N- I carrier may not charge that carrier for queries made for calls to NXXs in which no
number has yet been ported.

The operations flows for the code opening process were agreed to by the members of the
~ANC Technical and Operations Task Force, approved by the LNP Administration Working
Group, and then endorsed by the full NANC and forwarded to the Commission as part of its
recommendations on LNP implementation. The Commission then released the NANC

. recommendations for public comment. No party offered any objections to the proposed
operations flows, and the Commission subsequently approved them in the Second Re"ort and
Order. 4

The operations flows for the code opening process describe a two-step procedure First,
the NXX code holder notifies the ~'PAC/SMS that a specified NPA-NXX is to be opened for
portability. The ~'PAC/SMS then provides advance notification to the carriers. In the second
step, when the first telephone number ports in the NPA-NXX the NPAC/SMS notifies carriers.
which then must complete the process of opening the code for LNP. The carriers have 5 days
to activate the LNP trigger so that queries will be perfonned for calls terminating to numbers in
the affected NPA-NXX. Ifno numbers have yet been ported in that NPA-NXX, there is simply
no reason to perform LNP-related queries -- indeed, this is the reason behind the design of the
LNP trigger described above.

The intent of this two-step procedure is to avoid unnecessary queries on calls to numbers
in NPA-NXXs in which no number has yet ported. In this process, query volumes will increase
gradually over time, rather than in one huge single step when LNP implementation is completed
in an MSA.

AT&T does not believe that the Commission should dictate to carriers how they should
introduce LNP into their networks. However, at a minimum, the Commission should clearly
state in its upcoming order that if a carrier opts to perform queries on calls to numbers in NPA­
~s in which no numbers have yet ported, that carrier may not charge the N- I carrier for
such queries.

Sincerely,

cc: T. Power
1. Casserly
K. Dixon
P. Gallant
K. Martin
] Schlichting
N. Fried

'See Second Report and Ord:r. r S~
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AT&T
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202 457·2321
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March 18, 1998

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street", N. W. - Room 222
Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: Ex pal1e, CC Docket No 95-116. Telephone Number POl1ability

Dear Ms. Roman Salas:

REceiVED

MAR 1 8 i998

The attached letter was delivered to r-..1r. Metzger's office today. Please include a
copy of this letter in the record of the above-referenced proceeding.

Two copies of this Notice are being submitted to the Secretary of the Federal
Communications Commission in accordance with Section 1.1206(a)(I) of the
Commission's rules.

Sincerely,

ATTACI-UvfENT

cc: T. Power
1. Casserly
K. Dixon
K. Manin
P. Gallant
1. Jackson
N. Fried
L. Collier
C. Bamekov



Frank S. Somone
::;~"er,"'''-en(Alta"s O,rec:or

March 18, 1998

lYfr. A. Richard Metzger, Jr., Chief
Common Camer Bureau
Federal Communications Comm.ission
1919 M Street, N.W. - Room 500
Washington, D.C. 20554

AT&T
S~,:e ! ceo
: :20 20111 S:r~~1 '. N

Was.'lIngron.:JC 2'::C::6
202 457·2321
FAX 202 457,2':5
fS,,'l'IoneClgamg'N a::"-a,1 com

Re: CC Docket No 95-116 Telephone Number Portability

In its March 12. 1998 ex parte letter in the above-captioned proceeding. I sac continues
to argue that because it plans to perform unnecessary LNP queries for calls to N'XXs as soon
as they have been opened for portability, it therefore should be permitted to charge N-1
carriers for this utterly pointless "service." sac is, of course, free to perfonn unneeded
queries within its own network, ifit chooses to do so. However, the Commission's Ll'i'P
orders do not permit it to charge N-lcarriers for such queries.

As AT&T and other parties have shoVolTlinseveral recent pleadings,2 the NANC Process
Flows, which the Commission adopted in the LNP Second Report and Order, provide that
queries need only be performed when at least one number has been ported from an NXX. l

That is, N-1 carriers are not required to perform queries before delivering a call to an NXX
unless at least one number in that NXX actually has been paned.

Figure 9 of the NANC Process Flows. a copy of which is attached to this letter, plainly
~hows two distinct timelines: The first timeline. captioned "NPA-NXX Code Opening."
depicts the process by which an NXX holder makes that NXX available for poning and

Letter from Lincoln E. Brown, Director. Federal Regulatory. sac Telecommunications, Inc.• to MagaJie
Roman Salas. Secrewy. Fedcl31 Communications Conunission. Marth 12, 1998.

~. U. Comments ofATclT Corp.• filed MMt:h 9.1998. pp. 10-14 in sac Companies Petition for
Waiver Under 47 C.E.R. § '2.3(4) And Petition For Extension QrTime orThe Local Nwnb!;r Portability
Phase I Implementation Oe:adJine. CC Docket No. 95-116, NSD File No. L-98-16.

~ North American Numbering Council, Loc:aJ Nwnber Ponability Administration Selection Working
Group, LNPA Technical cl Operational Requirements Task Force Repon. April 25. 1997. Appendix B, Figure
9. (adopted by the Commission in Telephone Nwnber Ponability. CC Dodcet No. 9'-116. !econ4 Report and
Order. ECC 97-289, released August 18, 1997.' 52 (-LNP Second Report and Order-)).

w
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notifies the :".7.-\C/S~S that it has done so .-\ second, separate timeline in Fi3'~re 9,
captioned "First TN Ported Tn l\.'PA-~·;XX," indicates that after the first number 15 pone~ ::-: an
NXX. the NPAC/SMS broadcasts a "heads-up" notification to service providers, which ::~en

"complete the opening for the ~'PA-l\.'XX code for porting in all switches" As a matte~ of
simple logic, if SBC were correct that the NA.1\lC Process Flows require N-J carriers to
conduct queries for all calls to an ~'X:X as soon as it is designated as portable, there would be
no need for the second timeline in Figure 9. The requirement that service providers "complete
the opening" of an NXX can only mean that they must then begin conducting queries for calls
Any other interpretation renders the NPAC' s 'heads-up" notification superfluous, as it would
merely alert N-J carriers to continue doing what SBC asserts they should have been doi:'\g
along, namely q~erying calls to that NXX.

Perhaps the most fundamental problem v.ith SBC's approach to L?'-.rp queries is that I,
would require queries to be performed for no purpose whatsoever. The bottom line is t:us
until a number actually ports in an ~, no LNP query is necessary to properly route any call
to that 0'XX The Commission implicitly recognized this fact in the LN'P Second Repon and
Order, when it defined a "default routed call":

A 'default routed call' situation would occur in a Location Routing Number system as
follows: when a call is made to a telephone number in an exchange with any paned
numbers, the N-J carrier (or its contracted entity) queries a local Service Management
System database to determine if the called number has been ported.~

A LEC may only charge an N-J carrier for querying a default-routed call when a call is placed
to an NXX for which there exists some need to confirm the identity of the local carrier to
which a panicuJar number is assigned -- indeed, a "default-routed call" only occurs in tna:
circumstance.

SBC's er parle goes on to argue that activating LNP queries on an NXX-by-NXX
basis would be "burdensome," and could create routing errors. This claim cannot be
credited in light of the fact that Ameritech has made clear tQat it only intends to charge
for LNP queries for calls to an NXX in which at least one number has ported.s But
even accepting SBC's claims arguendo, they demonstrate nothing more than the fact
that SBC has not planned its PLNP implementation in a manner that comports with the
Commission's requirements. Carriers that have designed their LNP processes to
perform queries only after they receive the NPAC "heads up" notification in accordance
with the NANC Process Flows should not be penalized because sac has designed its
network processes differently. SBC states in its ex parle that UNo carrier indicated that
NXX's [sic] in a given switch would require LNP activation at any time other than the
initial deployment ofLNP in that switch." Given the clear requirements of the NANC
Process Flows and the LNP Second Report and Order, there was simply no need for

L~7 Second Report and Qrder. ~ 76 (emphasis add::d).

~ Reply Comments of Amen tech. filed FebnJ.11'Y 27. 1998, p. l~ (".o\mentech clarifies wt it ~111 oruy
bill tile Query Sel"\ice rate on calls to a telephone number ~ithi:1 a ;::1tr"aJ office code C'lXX) from wh.J:~ Jt

Ic:ast one nu.'TIber h.as been ported.") in Number Porubilirv Que!'\' Ser.ices. CC Docket ~o. 93-116, CC3. CPO
9746.



any carrier to so indicate. As AT&T stated above, If sac believes that the man..~,er :;;
which it has chosen to implement L~l' makes :t necessary to query every call to an
NXX that is open for portability (as A.meritech does :"lot), it is free to do so However,
sac may not charge N-! earners for unnecessary queries merely because it has elected
to perform them.

sac also attempts to argue that the dispute regarding its LI\'P query practices \.ViII not
actually effect the amount it recovers in query charges. The March I2til ex parle contends that
sac's costs related to LNP query service will not be affected by the number of queries for
which it can charge, and therefore that lowering the number of queries for which it can charge
will simply make each query more expensive.

As a preliminary matter, this argument necessarily concedes a crucial point: sac admits
that performing queries only for calls to NXXs in which at least one number has been ported
will D.Q1 affect its costs. Accordingly, its protests that querying only such calls will require It

to endure a "burdensome" process of activating each NXX for portability individually cannot
be taken seriously, as by its own reckoning, any added "burden" will be so insubstantial that it
will not cause any additional expense.

Further, sac's argument that its proposal to charge N-! camel'S for unnecessary L~"P

queries will have no net cost effect fails to account for the fact that its proposal could affect
the identitv of its query service customers, not merely the per-query charge. Camel's such as
AT&T that intend to perform their own LNP queries may nevertheless need to purchase LNP
query service from other carriers if they are temporarily unable to perform queries for
technical reasons. IfLECs nationwide were to choose to perform LNP queries on all calls to
NXXs designated as portable, an N-! camel' that had designed its systems to comply v.ith the
NANC Process Flows might experience capacity and congestion problems until it could adjl'st
to the sudden, tremendous volume of queries that it would be required to perform under
SSC's new policy, and accordingly might be forced to purchase LNP query services that it
otherwise could self-provision.

In summary, the Commission already has held that N-I earners are only required to
perform (and to pay for) LNP queries for calls to an NXX in which at least one number has
been ported, and should confirm that all tariffs for L'N"P query services must conform to this
ruling.

Sincerely,

~~

".
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Inter-Service Provider LNP Operations Flows

Code Opening Processes
Figure 9

IDescri tion
NPA-NXX Code O;ening

:j Step

1 NPA-NXJ( holder notifies NPAC SMS of • The service provider responsible for the NPA-
NPA-NXX Code(s) being opened for porting. NXX being opened must notify the NPAC SMS

I
.

via the SOA or LSMS interface within a
regionally agreed to time trame.

2. NPAC SMS updates its NPA-NXX databases • NPAC SMS updates its databases to Indicate that:
I the NPA-NXX has been opened for porting.I
I

il .. 0l"PAC SMS sends notification of code • The NPAC SMS provides advance notification! .)

opening to all Service Providers via LSMS. of the scheduled opening ofNPA-NXX code(s)

I via the LSMS interface.

~ Step

First TN Ported in NPA-NXX
IDescription

l. NPAC SMS receives subscription create • Service Provider notifies NPAC SMS to create
request for first TN in NPA-NXX subscription for'the first telephone number in an

NPA-NXX.

2. NPAC SMS sends notification of first TN • When the NPAC SMS receives the first
I ported to all service providers via SOA and subscription create request in an NPA-NXX, it

I LSMS will broadcast a "heads-up" notification to all
service providers via both the LSMS and SOA
interfaces. Upon receipt of the NPAC message.
all service providers. within five (5) business
days. will complete the opening for the NP A-

I NXX code for porting in all switches.
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